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-- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 08 September 2000 . 
2a)Q This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-32 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-32 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) \3 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) [3 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) [3 The drawing(s) filed on 08 September 2000 is/are: a)D accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

1 1) D The proposed drawing correction filed on is: a)D approved b)Q disapproved by the Examiner. 

If approved, corrected drawings are required in reply to this Office action. 

12) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

13) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)DAII b)Q Some*c)D None of: 

1 .D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3-D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

14) ^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e) (to a provisional application). 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

15) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121. 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Introduction 

1 . Claims 1-32 of U.S. Application 09/658,275 filed on 09/08/2000 are presented for 
examination. The application claims benefit of provisional application 60/215,762. 



2. The drawings are objected to because of the following: 

a. Fig.2 identification is obscured by the "Personal Digital 10" notation. 

b. Fig.3 arrow(s) are needed between elements 14 and 15. 

A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to the 
Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the 
drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: p.1 , lines 7-8: 
delete "Application No. ... entitled" and insert "Application No.09/658,276". 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Drawings 
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Claim Objections 



4. Claims 5-8 and 13-16 are objected to because they are apparatus claims that 
depend from method claims. Appropriate correction is required. 

5. Claim 19 is objected to because it incorrectly identifies claim 17 as a method 
claim. Appropriate correction is required. 

6. Claim 27 is objected to because it incorrectly identifies claim 25 as a method 
claim. Appropriate correction is required. 



7. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to 
prevent the unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" 
granted by a patent and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. 
See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re 
Longh 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 
USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and, In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 
(CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321(c) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 



Double Patenting 
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Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may 
sign a terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must 
fully comply with 37 CFR 3.73(b). 

8. Claims 1-3 and 5-8, and Claims 9-1 1 and 13-16 are provisionally rejected under 
the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being 
unpatentable overclaims 1-2, 6, and 18-21 of copending Application No. 
09/658,276. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because: 

a. The differences between Claims 1 and 9in the instant application and 
Claim 1 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1) the different intended uses 
identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 
"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 

b. The differences between Claims 2 and 10 in the instant application and 
Claim 2 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1) the different intended uses 
identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 
"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 

c. The differences between Claims 3 and 1 1 in the instant application and 
Claim 6 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1) the different intended uses 
identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 




Application/Control Number: 09/658,275 
Art Unit: 2123 



Page 5 



"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 

d. The differences between Claims 5 and 13 in the instant application and 
Claim 18 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1) the different intended uses 
identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 
"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 

e. The differences between Claims 6 and 14 in the instant application and 
Claim 19 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1) the different intended uses 
identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 
"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 

f. The differences between Claims 7 and 15 in the instant application and 
Claim 20 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1 ) the different intended uses 
identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 
"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 

g. The differences between Claims 8 and 16 in the instant application and 
Claim 21 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1) the different intended uses 
identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 
"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 
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9. Claims 17-19 and 21-24, and Claims 25-27 and 29-32 are provisionally rejected 
under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as 
being unpatentable over claims 22-23, 27, and 39-42 of copending Application 
No. 09/658,276. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because: 

a. The differences between Claims 1 7 and 25 in the instant application and 
Claim 22 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1) the different intended uses 
identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 
"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 

b. The differences between Claims 18 and 26 in the instant application and 
Claim 23 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1) the different intended uses 
identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 
"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 

c. The differences between Claims 19 and 27 in the instant application and 
Claim 27 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1) the different intended uses 
identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 
"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 

d. The differences between Claims 21 and 29 in the instant application and 
Claim 39 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1) the different intended uses 
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identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 
"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 

e. The differences between Claims 22 and 30 in the instant application and 
Claim 40 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1) the different intended uses 
identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 
"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 

f. The differences between Claims 23 and 31 in the instant application and 
Claim 41 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1) the different intended uses 
identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 
"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 

g. The differences between Claims 24 and 32 in the instant application and 
Claim 42 in Application No. 09/658,276 are: 1) the different intended uses 
identified in the preambles of the claims, and 2) the stored model 
"generates outputs" as opposed to verifying identity. Generating output is 
an inherent step in the verification process. 

10. This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 



11. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

12. Claims 6-8, 14-16, 22-24, and 29-31 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, because the specification, while being enabling for a mathematical 
algorithm, does not reasonably provide enablement for an integrated circuit or 
"hardware processing engine". The specification does not enable any person 
skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to 
make the invention commensurate in scope with these claims. 

More specifically, the applicants provide mathematical equations from an 
algorithm (for example, see specification, pp.27, 29 31-32). Examiner finds that 
these could be implemented as a software program, without undue 
experimentation, by one of ordinary skill in the art. However, the applicants 
provide only minimal instruction as to how to implement the algorithm in 
hardware (see Fig.4 and Fig.7). Examiner finds that it would require undue 
experimentation by one of ordinary skill in the art of hardware design to 
implement the disclosed mathematical algorithm in hardware. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
13. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 



Application/Control Number: 09/658,275 



Page 9 



Art Unit: 2123 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

14. The prior art used for these rejections is as follows: 

15. Grossberg et al., U.S. Patent 4,852, 018. (Henceforth referred to as 
"Grossberg"). 

16. Kanevsky et al., U.S. Patent 6,421,453. (Henceforth referred to as "Kanevsky"). 

17. Claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-18, 20-26, and 28-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being clearly anticipated by Kanevsky. 

18. In regards to Claim 1 , Kanevsky teaches the following limitations: 

1.A method of generating outputs in response to real world stimulation 
comprising: 

capturing concurrent inputs that are responsive to training stimulation; 

(Kanevsky, especially: col.6, lines 57-60; col.3, lines 27-38; col.9, lines 23-61) 

storing a model representing a synthesis of the captured inputs; and 
(Kanevsky, especially: col.3, lines 27-38; col.9, lines 23-61) 

using the stored model to generate outputs in response to real-world stimulation. 
(Kanevsky, especially: col.3, lines 27-38; col.9, lines 23-61) 

19. In regards to Claim 2, Kanevsky teaches the following limitations: 

2The method according to claim 1 , further comprising: 

using a forced choice interaction to generate one or more additional inputs; 

(Kanevsky, especially: col.1, lines 15-24; col. 7, lines 48-67; col, 8, lines 1-2; col.9, 

lines 11-22; col. 14, lines 17-24) 



capturing the additional inputs; and 
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(Kanevsky, especially: col.1, lines 15-24; col. 7, lines 48-67; col.8, lines 1-2; col.9, 
lines 11-22; col.14, lines 17-24) 

incorporating the additional inputs into the model. 

(Kanevsky, especially: col.1, lines 15-24; col.7, lines 48-67; col.8, lines 1-2; col.9, 
lines 11-22; col.14, lines 17-24) 

20. In regards to Claim 4, Kanevsky teaches the following limitations: 

4. The method according to claim 1 , wherein 

the realworld stimulation comprises concurrent inputs that are compared to the 
stored model, and 

(Kanevsky, especially: col. 3, line 27 to col.4, line 18;) 

the outputs are based on the results of the comparison. 
(Kanevsky, especially: col. 3, line 27 to col.4, line 18;) 

21 . In regards to Claim 5, Kanevsky teaches the following limitations: 

5. A computer readable medium for storing computer-executable instructions for performing the 
method of claim 1 . 

(Kanevsky, especially: col.9, lines 23-60;) 

22. In regards to Claim 6, Kanevsky teaches the following limitations: 

6. A hardware processing engine configured to perform the method of claim 1 . 
(Kanevsky, especially: col.9, lines 23-60;) 

23. In regards to Claim 7, Kanevsky teaches the following limitations: 

7. An application specific integrated circuit configured to perform the method of claim 1 . 
(Kanevsky, especially: col.9, lines 23-60;) 

24. In regards to Claim 8, Kanevsky teaches the following limitations: 

8. A net list integrated into other integrated circuits to perform the method of claim 1 . 
(Kanevsky, especially: col.9, lines 23-60;) 

25. Claims 9-16, 17-24, and 25-32 are rejected based on the same reasoning as 
claims 1-8, supra . 

a. Claims 9-16 are method claims reciting the equivalent limitations as are 
recited in method claims 1-8 and taught throughout Kanevsky. The 
preamble to Claim 9 recites "control command stimulation" as opposed to 
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the "real world stimulation" of claim 1, however, these are functionally 
equivalent and a matter of design choice. 

b. Claims 17-24 are system claims reciting the equivalent limitations as are 
recited in method claims 1-8 and taught throughout Kanevsky. 

c. Claims 25-32 are system claims reciting the equivalent limitations as are 
recited in method claims 1-8 and taught throughout Kanevsky. The 
preamble to Claim 25 recites "control command stimulation" as opposed to 
the "real world stimulation" of claim 1, however, these are functionally 
equivalent and a matter of design choice. 

26. Claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-18, 20-26, and 28-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being clearly anticipated by Grossberg. 

27. In regards to Claim 1, Grossberg teaches the following limitations: 

1 .A method of generating outputs in response to real world stimulation 
comprising: 

capturing concurrent inputs that are responsive to training stimulation; 
(Grossberg, especially: col.1, line 44 to col.2, line 69) 

storing a model representing a synthesis of the captured inputs; and 
(Grossberg, especially: col.1, line 44 to col.2, line 69) 

using the stored model to generate outputs in response to real-world stimulation, 
(Grossberg, especially: col.1 , line 44 to col.2, line 69) 

28. In regards to Claim 2, Grossberg teaches the following limitations: 
2The method according to claim 1 , further comprising: 

using a forced choice interaction to generate one or more additional inputs; 

(Grossberg, especially: col.2, lines 12-16 "... elicit unconditional movements ...) 

capturing the additional inputs; and 

(Grossberg, especially: col.2, lines 12-16 "... elicit unconditional movements ...) 
incorporating the additional inputs into the model. 
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(Grossberg, especially: col. 2, lines 12-16 "... elicit unconditional movements ...) 

29. In regards to Claim 4, Grossberg teaches the following limitations: 

4. The method according to claim 1 , wherein 

the realworld stimulation comprises concurrent inputs that are compared to the 
stored model, and 

(Grossberg, especially: col.1, line 44 to col.2, line 69) 

the outputs are based on the results of the comparison. 
(Grossberg, especially: col.1, line 44 to col.2, line 69) 

30. In regards to Claim 5, Grossberg teaches the following limitations: 

5. A computer readable medium for storing computer-executable instructions for performing the 
method of claim 1 . 

(Grossberg, especially: col.1 , line 44 to col.2, line 69) 

It is inherent that the algorithms taught by Grossberg can be implemented in 

either hardware or software. 

31 .In regards to Claim 6, Grossberg teaches the following limitations: 

6. A hardware processing engine configured to perform the method of claim 1 . 
(Grossberg, especially: col.1 , line 44 to col.2, line 69) 

It is inherent that the algorithms taught by Grossberg can be implemented in 

either hardware or software. 

32. In regards to Claim 7, Grossberg teaches the following limitations: 

7. An application specific integrated circuit configured to perform the method of claim 1 . 
(Grossberg, especially: col.1 , line 44 to col.2, line 69) 

It is inherent that the algorithms taught by Grossberg can be implemented in 
either hardware or software. 

33. In regards to Claim 8, Grossberg teaches the following limitations: 

8. A net list integrated into other integrated circuits to perform the method of claim 1 . 
(Grossberg, especially: col.1, line 44 to col.2, line 69) 
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It is inherent that the algorithms taught by Grossberg can be implemented in 
either hardware or software. 
34. Claims 9-16, 17-24, and 25-32 are rejected based on the same reasoning as 
claims 1-8, supra . 

a. Claims 9-16 are method claims reciting the equivalent limitations as are 
recited in method claims 1-8 and taught throughout Grossberg. The 
preamble to Claim 9 recites "control command stimulation" as opposed to 
the "real world stimulation" of claim 1 , however, these are functionally 
equivalent and a matter of design choice. 

b. Claims 17-24 are system claims reciting the equivalent limitations as are 
recited in method claims 1-8 and taught throughout Grossberg. 

c. Claims 25-32 are system claims reciting the equivalent limitations as are 
recited in method claims 1-8 and taught throughout Grossberg. The 
preamble to Claim 25 recites "control command stimulation" as opposed to 
the "real world stimulation" of claim 1 , however, these are functionally 
equivalent and a matter of design choice. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

35. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

36. The prior art used for these rejections is as follows: 

37. Grossberg et al., U.S. Patent 4,852, 018. (Henceforth referred to as 
"Grossberg"). 

38. Kanevsky et al., U.S. Patent 6,421 ,453. (Henceforth referred to as "Kanevsky"). 

39. Estes et al. U.S. Patent 5,301,284. (Henceforth referred to as "Estes"). 

40. Claims 3, 11, 19 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kanevsky in view of Estes. 

41 . In regards to Claim 3, Kanevsky teaches software modeling and diagramming. 
However, Kanevsky does not expressly teach the following limitations: 

3.The method according to claim 1 , wherein the model comprises a worldline of linked object 
diagram exemplars in an N-dimensional space. 

Estes, on the other hand, does expressly teach these limitations, (see pcol.8, line 
53tocol.11, line 16). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Kanevsky with those of Estes, 
because "A long felt need exists for a synthetic method which distinguishes 
between the essentials of a problem and the formulation of a solution. The 
separation of problem space formulation and formulation of solution strategies 
which navigate problem space relationships requires a mechanized method 
which can be visualized." (Estes, col.8, lines 9-15) 

42. Claims 11,19 and 27 are rejected based on the same reasoning as claim 3, 
supra . 
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a. Claim 1 1 is a method claim reciting the equivalent limitations as are 
recited in method claim 3 and taught throughout Kanevsky and Estes. The 
preamble to Claim 9 recites "control command stimulation" as opposed to 
the "real world stimulation" of claim 1 , however, these are functionally 
equivalent and a matter of design choice. 

b. Claim 19 is a system claim reciting the equivalent limitations as are recited 
in method claim 3 and taught throughout Kanevsky and Estes. 

c. Claim 27 is a system claim reciting the equivalent limitations as are recited 
in method claim 3 and taught throughout Kanevsky and Estes. The 
preamble to Claim 25 recites "control command stimulation" as opposed to 
the "real world stimulation" of claim 1, however, these are functionally 
equivalent and a matter of design choice. 

43. Claim 3, 11, 19 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Grossberg in view of Estes. 

44. In regards to Claim 3, Grossberg teaches software modeling and diagramming. 
However, Kanevsky does not expressly teach the following limitations: 

3The method according to claim 1, wherein the model comprises a worldline of linked object 
diagram exemplars in an N-dimensional space. 

Estes, on the other hand, does expressly teach these limitations, (see pcol.8, line 
53 to col.11, line 16). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Grossberg with those of Estes, 
because "A long felt need exists for a synthetic method which distinguishes 
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between the essentials of a problem and the formulation of a solution. The 
separation of problem space formulation and formulation of solution strategies 
which navigate problem space relationships requires a mechanized method 
which can be visualized." (Estes, col. 8, lines 9-15) 

45. Claims 11,19 and 27 are rejected based on the same reasoning as claim 3, 
supra . 

a. Claim 1 1 is a method claim reciting the equivalent limitations as are 
recited in method claim 3 and taught throughout Grossberg and Estes. 
The preamble to Claim 9 recites "control command stimulation" as 
opposed to the "real world stimulation" of claim 1, however, these are 
functionally equivalent and a matter of design choice. 

b. Claim 19 is a system claim reciting the equivalent limitations as are recited 
in method claim 3 and taught throughout Grossberg and Estes. 

c. Claim 27 is a system claim reciting the equivalent limitations as are recited 
in method claim 3 and taught throughout Grossberg and Estes. The 
preamble to Claim 25 recites "control command stimulation" as opposed to 
the "real world stimulation" of claim 1, however, these are functionally 
equivalent and a matter of design choice. 





Application/Control Number: 09/658,275 
Art Unit: 2123 



Page 17 



Correspondence Information 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Ayal I. Sharon whose telephone number is 
(703) 306-0297. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through 
Thursday, and the first Friday of a biweek, 8:30 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 

examiner's supervisor, Kevin Teska can be reached on (703) 305-9704. Any 

response to this office action should be mailed to: 

Director of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, DC 20231 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to the following office: 

4 th floor receptionist's office 
Crystal Park 2 
2121 Crystal Drive 
Arlington, VA 

The fax phone numbers for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned are: 

All communications: (703) 872-9306 
Or, alternatively: 

Official communications: (703) 746-7239 

Non-Official / Draft communications (703) 746-7240 

After Final communications (703) 746-7238 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application 
or proceeding should be directed to the receptionist, whose telephone number is: 
(703) 305-3900. 

Ayal I. Sharon 
Art Unit 2123 
September 25, 2003 




SAMUEL BRODA, ESQ. 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



